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Report
Summary of the discussion points

The following points were raised during the discussion.  The resolutions for each of them are also proposed.
1) Most companies expressed a view that it should be possible to proceed with the HO even if the AS-Config in the HO prep cannot be comprehended by the target eNB.  However, it was also commented by one company that we don’t need a perfect solution. 

Proposed Resolution: Solution for this and the issue #2 needs some further discussion and is captured in Tdoc R2-101380
2) Handling of security for re-establishment (especially for the critical extension of AS-Config) needs special attention.  The issue here is re-establishment does not allow a change of UE security algorithm and the security configuration is in the AS-config.  So if the AS-Config cannot be comprehended, the target does not know what algorithm is being used by source.  Parity between HO and reestablishment is also desirable.  Security configuration should not be cleared for the re-establishment case.

Proposed Resolution: Solution for this and the issue #2 needs some further discussion and is captured in Tdoc R2-101380


3) Can the RLC mode be changed: 

Proposed Resolution:  To cater for uncomprehended AS-Config, the target cannot assume to have knowledge of RLC mode used by the source eNB.   Normally after a bearer is established, a change of RLC mode is not allowed.  The release/setup model involving a PDCP establishment allows RLC-mode to be changed.   

The CR in Tdoc R2-101379 is based on the above resolution.


4) Is it possible to change of RBid and logical channel id: 

Proposed Resolution:  To cater for uncomprehended AS-Config, the target cannot assume to have knowledge of RBid or logical channel id.  The only anchor id between the two is the EPS bearer id which is available in the E-RAB parameters originally received from the CN (and sent over X2-AP for X2 based HO).  The release/setup model and the use of eps-bearerid as the anchor allows the other ids to be changed.   

The CR in Tdoc R2-101379 is based on the above resolution.


5) Release/setup model vs. reconfiguration model: There was not much discussion on this topic itself other than in the context of PDCP security handling point #2.

Proposed Resolution:  Since a change of RLC mode might happen, and the SN size of PDCP can change depending on the RLC mode, it is not easy to use the “reconfiguration” model as such a reconfiguration is not supported by the corresponding user plane spec.  Hence it is proposed to use the release/ setup model for DRBs.  However, since SRBs don’t have an issue with PDCP config, these are simply reconfigured.  Note that HFN and SN for PDCP is reset for the release/ setup model.  

The CR in Tdoc R2-101379 is based on the above resolution.


6) PDCP configuration should not be cleared as it includes the security configuration for reestablishment.  

Proposed Resolution: This was indeed the intended behaviour and some changes are suggested in the Tdoc R2-101379 to capture this.
7) It is useful to provide to the target the current release being used towards the UE rather than the source eNB release.  

Proposed Resolution:  There was total agreement on this and the change is captured in Tdoc R2-101379

8) Structure of the CR: No concern was raised on the structure of the CR itself but there was some concern on the level of detail captured and whether it is sufficiently clear.  It was felt a good compromise should be reached with regard to level of detail, specification simplicity and implementation options.  Too much detail can limit implementation choices.

Proposed Resolution:  It is proposed to add a descriptive section providing details of Full Config to introduce the basics behind the proposal.  Some additional procedural text is also captured.  A stage 2 update is also provided in R2-101378.


9) It was pointed out that the section 5.3.10 probably need some updates since we use eps-BearerId as anchor at full configuration now.

Proposed Resolution:  5.3.10 has now been updated in R2-101379, also in line with Release/setup model.  


10) There is duplication of UE L2 handling for the re-establishment case.

Proposed Resolution:  An “if” clause is added to restrict these action only for HO.  

11) Need for “Full-Config” bit in RRC Reestablishment message: It does not seem necessary at this time as SRB1 uses the  default configuration.  However, it may be an issue in the future.  Introduction of Full-Config bit in re-establishment in a later release is likely to meet the same issue with eNB release handling for reconfiguration!  

Proposed Resolution: This is not introduced in the CR.  Could be considered for inclusion in a later release. Perhaps the discussion on this and possibility to change security algorithm in re-establishment could be handled together.


12) There was some discussion on whether it would be useful to remove the MAC-Main and PhysicalConfigDedicated from the AS-Config.  But this seems only possible for reestablishment.  

Proposed Resolution:  If the solution in R2-101380 is adopted, then there is not required.


13) It was asked whether the solution is not intended to be used between different versions of a release

Proposed Resolution:  The solution is clearly meant to be used only across releases and not versions.  However, it is very likely that there will not be anything that will prevent an eNB to using it across different versions of a release.

14) Perhaps should say use default values for rlf-TimersAndConstants or apply the common values from SIB2

Proposed Resolution: No change has been made with regard to this comment.  In general, since all configuration is removed, is it not clear that this is also clear?  On the other hand, this is a bit special because if it is not signalled the value from SIB2 should be used.  But note that nothing additional is captured for inter-RAT HO to E-UTRAN.  Comments?


15) Need for Rel-8 CR
This was the most controversial topic and there was no consensus on this.  

Impact on Rel-8 terminal: In any case it is clear that there should not be any impact on Rel-8 terminals.  There is no need to use it towards a Rel-8 terminal since there will not be any Rel-9 features configured in a Rel-8 terminal to motivate the use of Full configuration.   

There was no consensus whether a Rel-8 CR is needed from an eNB perspective. While some companies felt it was not necessary as RRC does not deal with eNB releases.  However, an eNB implementing this feature would need to at very least include this Rel-9 extension in its ASN.1.  One network vendor expressed a strong need for a Rel-8 CR, other companies felt it was not essential or neutral.

A Rel-8 CR is provided in Tdoc R2-101429.

Proposal on way forward: Discuss in the meeting to reach a final decision on the need for Rel-8 CR.

16) Whether the source or target eNB should discard the PDCP SDUs for which delivery was attempted.
If it is to be done at the source, then source eNB should know that the target is from an earlier release.  

Proposal on the way forward
It is proposed to discuss and reach agreement on the above proposed resolutions for the issues raised during the email discussion.  It is proposed to discuss R2-101380 to reach an agreement on points 1, 2.  And then to discuss the associated CR in R2-101379 and R2-101378.
And Thank you for all the comments provided.

